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Teaching television at University 
Alan McKee 
 
The Bachelor of Creative Industries (Television) 
In 2004, Queensland University of Technology introduced the first undergraduate 
degree at an Australian university focused specifically on television—not film and 
television, not broadcasting, and not Television Studies—just television. The 
Bachelor of Creative Industries (Television) is taught within the Film and TV area in 
the Creative Industries Faculty of QUT. 
The logic behind the degree is this. Television is one of the most important forms of 
culture in Western countries. In terms of reach, the part it plays in the everyday lives 
of citizens, its role in the formation of civic society and the sheer amount of material 
it produces and circulates to audiences, television is the foremost medium in our 
societies. And yet in universities television is still badly served.  
From one approach television is taught within Film and Television degrees. These 
have tended to evolve from degrees in Film studies, and often the ‘and Television’ is 
an afterthought, with television systems and programs tacked on to degrees that are 
primarily interested in film.  
From another approach Television is taught within broadcasting degrees. These are 
often affiliated with, or have evolved from, broadcast journalism, or more general 
journalism degrees.  
Both of these approaches can involve the teaching of theory and practice. But neither 
is ideally suited to give an overview of television as a whole—to study the system, the 
industry, audiences, the range of programs that are made and broadcast, the range of 
roles involved in producing these programs at all levels of the business, the skills a 
student would need to do these roles, the social debates about television and so on. 
I joined QUT at the end of 2003 to oversee the development and introduction of the 
BCI(TV). By this point the basic structure of the degree was in place, but the actual 
content of the units had not been decided and it was my job to develop this. My 
background is as a television historian and philosopher (in books including Australian 
Television: a genealogy of great moments, Textual Analysis and The Public Sphere: 
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an introduction). I trained in Film and Television Studies at the University of 
Glasgow (undergraduate and PhD), and I have taught Film and Television at 
Glasgow, Edith Cowan University, the University of Queensland and now 
Queensland University of Technology. 
Working to flesh out the week-by-week content of the units in the degree, I focused 
on a key question: what should a ‘Television’ degree include? If students were going 
to spend three years focusing specifically on television, what should they be able to 
do at the end of the process? QUT brands itself as a university for ‘the real world’—
meaning that it is vocationally oriented. I was happy to work within this paradigm—
after all, universities have always been vocational (law, divinity and medicine are all 
vocations, and students have always expected to be trained specifically for these jobs 
in universities). So it was obvious that students should leave the BCI(TV) with the 
necessary skills and abilities to enter the television industry (conceived of as broadly 
as possible—in program production, obviously, but also in related fields—program 
research, audience research, television criticism and so on). But given my own 
background in television history and television criticism, I was also keen that such a 
vocational orientation not be seen as anti-intellectual. As we developed the degree I 
wanted to make sure that the students graduating from this course not only understood 
how the television industry currently worked—but also why it worked that way; the 
philosophical underpinnings of its current structure and function; and—importantly—
how it could, realistically, work differently. 
This was the aim in developing the content of the Television degree. 
 
Interviewing practitioners 
My first step was to conduct detailed interviews with over two dozen television 
workers, who held a variety of roles from television reporters and researchers, through 
producers and directors, to Network managers and Commissioning editors (a 
complete list of interviewees is listed at the end of the article).  
I was aware from my previous work in Television Studies that people who work in 
the industry are often wary of academics—and quite rightly so. The degree of 
nastiness which has been shown by researchers in Film and Television studies 
towards those who work in television has often been breathtaking. Theories of 
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ideology and the media often discount the creative, intellectual work of those who 
work in television, casting them instead as agents of oppressive ideologies—who are 
either quite unconscious of the work they do in reproducing dominant discourses 
(thoughtless); or who actively collude in maintaining the hegemony (unethical). On 
top of this, too often in studies of television, we write from a position of ignorance—
we don’t actually know how the decisions are taken about what gets made and shown, 
who makes them, what training they receive, and the factors that influence their 
decisions, both structural and personal. One clear example of this is the fact that 
academic researchers about television often continue to make claims about television 
as a ‘mass’ medium; while the industry itself is aware that it speaks not to a ‘mass’ 
audience, but a series of shifting and overlapping demographic groups that all like 
different things. The one million Australians who watch the Australian Idol Live 
Eviction are not the same one million people that watch the ABC News.  
However I had also found in my previous work that if one showed a basic level of 
respect for the work done by television professionals then they would respond to this 
in kind and it was possible to have open and honest discussions. This didn’t mean that 
I couldn’t be critical or disagree: rather it meant that I had to treat engagement with 
television professionals as a conversation between experts of equal standing, rather 
than seeing myself as the superior intellectual who would tell them how badly they 
were doing their jobs. 
So I approached the television professionals with questions—thus recognizing their 
expertise rather than telling them what should be happening in the medium. 
Interviews were conducted between December 2003 and February 2004. 
Interviewees were asked about: 
• their own career path 
• the training they had accessed (including higher education) 
• what they had been taught that had turned out to be useful in their careers 
• what they wish now, with hindsight, they had known before they entered the 
industry 
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• if they did not spontaneously mention points raised by other interviewees, these 
were raised in the form of questions: ‘Other interviewees have mentioned … do 
you think that is useful?’ 
After the interviews were completed, a draft discussion paper was prepared. 
Interviewees were supplied with a copy of the discussion paper to ensure they were 
happy with the way their opinions were represented and to allow the opportunity for 
further feedback. 
This then gave me a sense of what would be practical, vocational skills for students 
who wanted to enter the television industry. Seven basic groups of skills emerged. 
These are detailed below, along with some of the comments given by the 
interviewees.  
1. Technical skills 
• The ability to use equipment to industry standard— cameras; multi-camera 
environments; microphones; lighting; editing suites, lighting, tape formats—is 
‘absolutely vital’ (Robertson; McGhee, Downie, Causewell, Stockbridge, 
Throsby, Smith, De Odorico). Even people who don’t use the equipment need to 
know the basics of other areas and how they affect their work (Reed) (eg, actors 
need to understand lighting and blocking; writers need to understand budgeting) 
(Bowen, Adam Thompson; Raymond Thompson)—not necessarily the intricacies 
of using the latest camera, but what makes ‘a good picture’ (Reed). ‘You have to 
know every component of television’ (Bottger).  
• The vocabulary of shooting—’loosen the shot’, ‘depth of field’, etc (Downie, 
Hart); and an understanding that it can vary from institution to institution 
(O’Sullivan). 
• The etiquette of being in studio and around industry people (Abbott, Hart); a sense 
of being familiar with and comfortable in studio settings (Hart); this is ‘really 
important’ (Robertson) for understanding the jobs people do in the industry. 
• A familiarity with television’s standard postproduction path (Throsby). 
• Storyboarding (Downie), understanding the importance of logging shots, doing a 
paper edit and a cutting script (Throsby). 
• The ability to plan a production schedule (Abbott). 
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• Knowing how to pitch a project (Hart). 
2. Interpersonal skills 
• There was a strong agreement among interviewees that an important part of 
success in the television industry involves certain personality characteristics. One 
of these might be called ‘people skills’ or ‘communication skills’ (Hart, 
Walters)—the ability to get along with people (Osmotherly), and make friends 
(Throsby). These are ‘vital nowadays’ (De Odorico). Communication skills are 
the ‘number one’ most important quality for people wanting to work in TV 
(O’Sullivan). It is a ‘collaborative’ medium where you have to form strong 
‘partnerships’ (Robertson). 
• Public speaking ability (Robertson). 
• The ability to be self-motivating, to self-manage and to take responsibility for 
your own work (Franken); to generate your own projects (Haddan). 
• The ability to take responsibility for decisions in critical situations (eg, on set) 
(Champion). 
• The ability to choose the right team, to work with a crew (McGhee, Hart); make 
people happy in their work (Abbott), to treat people well and create a sense of 
community (Franken); and be a ‘team player’ (Reed): to work with office politics 
(Haddan); to be willing to let the team take the credit (Walters). You have to be 
able to ‘respect’ other people even if you don’t get on with them (Reed). 
• Also important is ‘enthusiasm’ (Reed)—you have to love the job. 
• Also assertiveness (Abbott); ‘confidence’ (Robertson), even being a little bit 
‘pushy’ (Bottger). 
• Also determination (Abbott), resilience (Walters)—not to be afraid of failure, but 
to see it providing the opportunity to learn; to have ‘courage’ (Franken) or ‘guts’ 
(Walters); to be ‘competitive’ (Bowen). And ‘a love of hard work’ (Reed). 
• To be able to sell yourself (Haddan) and have self-belief (Walters). 
• How to interview (Downie, Doherty, Cruise): how to listen (Walters); how to 
elicit information (Abbott). 
• Management skills (Franken, Bowen, Reed). 
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• Self-discipline (O’Sullivan); the ability to work to a deadline (Walter, Cruise, 
Raymond Thompson) and follow instructions (Downie); punctuality (Throsby). 
• A willingness to be mobile for a career (Walters). 
3. Business skills 
• Understanding how to set up a company (Robertson)—most people working in 
television are, in practice, ‘small businesses’ (Raymond Thompson, Reed).  
• The ability to prepare and manage a budget (McGhee, Abbott, Hart, O’Sullivan, 
Bottger). 
• Managing contracts, ancillary rights, the Guilds (Robertson, Raymond 
Thompson, Bottger). 
• Marketing (Raymond Thompson, Bottger). 
• How to get an agent (Raymond Thompson). 
• Encouraging investors, negative gearing, gross, net (Raymond Thompson). 
4.  Research and writing 
• The ability to manage a research project (Throsby); write a thorough research 
brief (Cruise); to stay focussed in research and not get distracted (Reed). 
• Rigour in research (McGhee, Causewell, Walters). Understanding the importance 
of fact checking—and double and triple checking—from a variety of sources 
(Causewell, Stockbridge, Hart). The ability to use a computer as a research 
resource (Throsby). 
• The ability to assimilate lots of information and produce a proposal (Walters). 
• ‘Writing skills’ (Reed). An understanding of what argument/narrative is, how it 
functions, and its importance across culture (Abbott). 
• The ability to structure a coherent argument (O’Sullivan)/structure a story 
(Abbott, Cruise, Smith); three acts, clear central story/argument, tangents clearly 
signposted (Abbott); to précis information clearly (Downie, Smith). You need ‘the 
ability to tell a good story’ (Reed). ‘You use essay-writing skills all the time in 
television’ (Throsby), reading widely, creating a skeleton structure and building a 
story around that. The ability to ‘find key messages’—to summarise your 
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information to its key argument/story (Robertson), to find the ‘angle’ or the 
‘headline message’ in a mass of material (Cruise).  
• The ability to present information clearly without repetition or wasted time 
(Smith). 
5. Critical and creative thinking 
• Learning to ‘think outside the square’ (Carsely); or outside of ‘paradigms’ 
(Franken), to be a ‘creative thinker’ (Reed). To have a ‘curiosity’ (Abbott); or 
‘analytical thinking’—the ability to ‘look at things from a number of different 
ways’ (Downie); to ‘de-program’ your own assumptions (Hart); ‘Not taking any 
position as given … the worst possible person in the world [for TV work] has a set 
of positions from which they cannot move’; needs a ‘flexible approach in your 
thinking’ (Stockbridge, also McGhee). ‘You always have to question what you do 
… push the boundaries’ (Osmotherly); and ‘critically analyse’ information 
(Throsby), with ‘lateral thinking’ (Walters). You need to have ‘imagination’ 
(O’Sullivan). ‘People will tell you what they think is right and that it’s fact’ but 
the you cannot just accept that—you have to do your own research (Robertson). 
Senior staff in the industry are trying to promote this (Bottger). 
• It is also important that students know when to think creatively, and when to 
simply follow orders (De Odorico). 
• Exposure to other culture’s media systems, cultures and thought systems 
(Downie). 
• The ability to analyse a program in detail and understand its subtexts (Downie). 
• The knowledge that your own creative thinking is not sacrosanct (Stockbridge); a 
‘reality check’ that television is an industry where your own ‘creative’ work has to 
be done in the context of industry ‘nuts and bolts’ (Osmotherly); to think 
creatively, but also realistically within given parameters (Walters). 
• You need to have strong opinions; but to realise that they are subjective and be 
able to accept other people’s points of view as well (Walters). 
6. Networking 
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• Meeting other students, working on each other’s projects and mentoring each 
other (Carsely, Craft). 
• Building up of contacts (McGhee)/friends (Franken) in the industry while 
studying. It’s great to ‘get a foot in the door’ (Bottger). 
• Building up of contacts outside of the industry (Cruise). 
• Find a mentor—in the industry, or even a successful person from another field 
(Robertson). 
• The ability to cold call (Causewell, Throsby, Raymond Thompson). 
• Good telephone manner (Cruise). 
7. Knowledge of the area 
• A good knowledge of what is currently on television (Walters) is ‘absolutely’ 
important: ‘I have five television sets in the office and the same at home … I 
wouldn’t be able to do my job is I didn’t know what programs are being produced 
internationally, what’s rating, the feedback …’ (Bottger).  
• An understanding of visual storytelling—how words and image can be used 
together without redundancy (Smith) 
• Familiarity with the forms of film and television language: ‘the anatomy of a 
scene’—expands your vocabulary (Carsely, Craft, Downie); know the grammar of 
framing, editing, etc (Osmotherly); need to understand visual storytelling—a 
‘desire to use pictures well’ (Bowen). A familiarity with changes in visual 
storytelling historically might help students to think about how they do it 
themselves (Smith). 
• To be widely read with eclectic knowledge (Franken); a familiarity with culture 
generally: ‘the best television is very rich in terms of cultural references’ 
(Downie); some shows are ‘incredibly referential’ (Throsby). 
• ‘Good understanding of the genres you’re working with’ (Causewell)—what can 
be done in terms of turnaround, budget and generic expectations (O’Sullivan); a 
knowledge of how genres emerge, develop and burn out (Downie); how they 
differ from each other, to the extent where they are almost distinct industries 
(Robertson). 
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• Know the audience—who is watching television; what they want; how they think; 
how difficult it is to win their attention; how you find out about them 
(Stockbridge; Abbott, Walters, Adam Thompson); demographics and markets 
(Raymond Thompson). 
• Understanding the classification system and its impact on production 
(Stockbridge, Hart); an understanding of the range of legislation that affects what 
can be made and broadcast (Smith, Bottger). 
• An understanding of the industry, the structure and remits of the companies 
involved; knowledge of key players (Downie). 
• An understanding of what the various jobs in television actually entail—runner, 
researcher, etc (Downie). 
• An awareness that it isn’t all fun and games in the industry—that it is gruelling 
work (Downie); it is a highly competitive industry (Hart); it doesn’t have a well-
defined career path (Doherty); you have to make sacrifices (O’Sullivan). On the 
other hand, ‘don’t take it too seriously’ (Bowen). 
• An awareness that the degree is only the starting point—you will still be going for 
entry level jobs (Hart)—although you may progress more quickly because of your 
traning (O’Sullivan). 
• An understanding that a degree will not guarantee you a position in television—
although it can help (Hart). 
 
Theory/Practice 
One of the key issues which emerged in these interviews is that the degree should not 
try to train students to work in ‘television’ so generally. The industry is too broad for 
us to believe that a three year undergraduate degree could train a student to function 
competently in every job from being a broadcast engineer to a makeup and hair 
designer to a vision switcher. We had to decide what kinds of jobs in television we 
were training the students for. 
At this point in the development process, we were joined by a new Head of Film and 
Television at QUT. Geoff Portmann came to us from the ABC, where he had been 
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working as the Head of Comedy. He has a long and distinguished career in the 
Australian film and television industry, starting as an editor on such key Australian 
films as Alvin Purple before going on to work as the producer and director of the 
classic series Mother and Son, and then on to Executive Produce such ABC comedy 
series as The Smallest Room in the House and The Glasshouse.  
One of Geoff’s key concerns was that there was no training in Australia for television 
producers (and very little for film producers). This was an important turning point for 
the degree, as Geoff was keen to retool it to aim more specifically at these kinds of 
jobs. I had been asking myself which roles in television a university degree could 
suitably train students for. The answer, it seemed, was obvious—we could train 
students for the intellectual jobs in television—the jobs that involved dealing with 
ideas, information, research and communication. 
I know from my own background in Film and Television Studies that the idea of 
teaching students for ‘the intellectual jobs in television’ seems like an oxymoron (like 
the taxi drivers who, when told that the title of one of my books was to be Great 
Moments in Australian Television said, ‘That’ll be a short book then!’). As I 
suggested above, Television Studies (at least in its dominant forms, in which I was 
trained and in which I had taught) has traditionally had little time or respect for the 
intellectual work of television practitioners. But this, again, is obviously based on 
ignorance. Television in Australia employs thousands of people to be intellectuals—
that is, people whose skills involve research, the processing of information and ideas, 
and the use of communication skills to pass these on—rather than for their technical 
abilities. Producers of all kinds (Assistant, Associate, Line, Executive, Co- 
Supervising …), writers, script editors, researchers, schedulers, program buyers, 
network managers, commissioning editors—these are people who trade in ideas and 
need the skills to do so. And yet this was an area that universities were not addressing.  
Why is this? 
In the tradition derived from Film Studies, television has been seen in universities as a 
business that does not involve intellectual work, creativity, originality or any of the 
qualities that have been traditionally associated with ‘art’. It has rather been seen as a 
metaphorical sausage machine, churning out trash for undemanding audiences.  
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On the other hand, the ‘broadcast journalism’ tradition has been more generous, to the 
extent that it has acknowledged that television journalism is intellectual work—but it 
must be said that it has generally been no more generous about the intellectual work 
involved in the generation, circulation, production and distribution of other program 
types, such as reality television, soap operas, talk shows and so on. 
In thinking through this issue, one key point occurred to us: that in teaching at 
universities about film and television, the line between ‘theory’ and ‘practice’ has 
been drawn in an arbitrary way. ‘Practice’ has generally been taken to mean technical 
skills. Learning how to use a camera, how to light, edit, choose a suitable 
microphone—these have been called ‘practical skills’. By contrast, everything 
intellectual—learning how to do research, how to organize information clearly and 
logically, how to communicate ideas to a reader or listener, a knowledge of the history 
of the media of film and television, an understanding of audiences—all of this has 
been called ‘theory’. By this very naming it has been rendered unattractive to 
students. It becomes something that is good for them—something that they don’t 
really need to work in the industry, but that we, as academics, think they should have. 
What the interviews with television practitioners showed was that for those people 
who were involved in television’s intellectual jobs, learning how to research, order 
information, communicate, how to think critically, to see new ways of doing things 
and communicate these to others—these were not ‘theoretical’ skills. For those 
television workers, this was their everyday practice. These were the vocational skills 
that they needed. For a Commissioning editor, for example, knowing how to use the 
latest camera isn’t particularly relevant. Obviously she needs to understand what can 
be done technically—but for her, an understanding of the shifts in relationship 
between viewers and the medium, of the changing nature of audiences, of the history 
of popular programs—that is the practical information that she really needs.  
In short, we have traditionally (and I certainly include myself in this category) taught 
that technical skills are ‘practical’ and intellectual skills are ‘theoretical’. And it was 
becoming clear in developing the Bachelor of Creative Industries (TV) that this was 
not going to be useful if we were going to train students for the ideas jobs in 
television. This was not simply a case of trying link theory and practice; it was more a 
case of refusing the distinction in the first place, and saying that critical thinking, 
research and writing skills, were all part of the practice. 
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Developing the degree 
With this information in place, Geoff and I then brought in two further external 
consultants to help us develop the content of the degree. Jeanette Bellany is a 
television director and producer with two decades of experience in the industry. Craig 
Collie has worked for thirty five years in the film and television industries, most 
recently as the Manager of Television Production at SBS. Craig and Jeanette worked 
with Geoff and myself to revise the overall structure for the Bachelor of Creative 
Industries (TV) in order to include the various elements identified from the industry 
interviews. Together we decided to remove some of the technical study from the 
degree, and to replace it with more (vocational) intellectual work involving research, 
writing, business skills and communication. Details of the final degree structure can 
be found via the QUT ‘Studyfinder’ webpage (which you can access through 
www.qut.edu.au), or by emailing the author (a.mckee@qut.edu.au). One key element 
of the degree is that in their final year students develop and produce a real-world 
project with an experienced television producer in a unit called ‘Television Practice’. 
A pilot project testing the viability of this unit was run this year, and has proven 
successful. We developed an idea for short (60 second) sitcoms to be distributed on 
mobile phones. The idea was developed from a basic brief by undergraduate students. 
They developed and wrote the scripts, working with a staff member as a script editor. 
The idea was then sold to a mobile phone company, and the money they offered 
provided the budget for producing the programs in QUT’s own television studio. The 
students are getting the experience of working on a real-world project, but within an 
educational framework where they get more feedback and support than they would 
were they to be dropped in the deep end in the industry. 
 
Conclusion 
The television degree is still developing, and we have not yet produced our first crop 
of graduates. The first signs, however, are positive. The television industry in 
particular has proven to be extremely supportive. Several senior industry staff have 
been excited by the idea of a degree which takes the intellectual work of television 
seriously, and have come to speak to the students, on a voluntary basis, several times. 
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We have developed a number of ‘real world’ projects like the mini-sitcoms described 
above, and we are refining the ways in which these work. 
From my own perspective, as a television historian and philosopher, the most exciting 
part of the process has been the way in which it has shifted my own self-identity. I am 
no longer teaching ‘theory’—which always bears the burden of being ‘just theory’ 
(‘what use is this in the real world?’). I am still teaching what I have always taught—
research, critical thinking, the ability to organize and present information logically, 
information about television’s history and function—but industry-speaker after 
industry-speaker has made clear to the students that this is practical, vocational 
information that is a vital part of our degree.  
I think that the development of this degree is a positive part of the ongoing evolution 
of Australian universities, and in particular their relationship to the popular elements 
of the culture in which they sit. When I studied my Film and Television degree at 
Glasgow University (1988-1992), it was still clear that the university saw itself in 
opposition to popular culture—we learned how bad television was for society and 
how full of trash it was (in comparison to the great works of art produced by the 
filmmakers of the French New Wave and the German Expressionists). I think that 
now it is becoming clear that we can continue to value the specific forms of 
knowledge that universities can provide (we have the luxury of time to do extensive 
research and to work out how to present information and ideas as logically and clearly 
as possible) without having to denigrate the different kinds of intellectual work that 
are done outside of the university by knowledge workers such as producers, 
schedulers and commissioning editors. The Television degree becomes a part of the 
conversation between these different kinds of knowledge, the students hearing from 
historians, philosophers, producers, policy makers and network managers, among 
others. 
And I think that, as well as contributing to the positive development of the university 
system, such a degree might also be a good thing for Australian television. In my 
experience we have traditionally produced Film and Television graduates who have 
little interest in working in television, and don’t have the necessary skills to do so 
anyway. In their own productions we tend to encourage students to value self-
expression above all else; without ever thinking about how they will find anybody to 
watch what they are producing. We give them little training in how to engage with 
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audiences, and to do the hard work necessary to understand what those audiences 
want. They have little understanding of how to produce entertainment, and just how 
difficult it is to do that well. And this doesn’t suit them well to work in television, 
because television is all about finding audiences, and producing things that people 
want to watch. And so television misses out on a potential pool of great talent because 
students are being trained in such a way that they are not suited for the industry.  
But if we can train up some of the best and brightest students in Australia not to 
dismiss television as culturally worthless, but to get excited about it and to know how 
it works then perhaps they might join the industry, bring a new source of talent into 
Australian TV, and learn to deal with the system’s imperfections not by dismissing 
the entire medium but by thinking critically and practically—how could it be done 
better?!  
This is hopelessly optimistic thinking of course. I’m talking here about a single 
degree, producing only thirty students a year. But one person can make a difference—
and if we can produce a generation of television workers who are informed, 
intelligent, skilled in all the practical ways that they need to be skilled, who love the 
medium and its history and the possibilities for what it could in the future, and have 
the brains, the connections, and the communication skills to make something different 
happen—well, I can’t see any way that this can be a bad thing. 
 
For details about how your students can apply for entry to the Bachelor of Creative 
Industries (Television), please email a.mckee@qut.edu.au 
 
 
Interviews with: 
• Raymond Thompson (Group Chief Executive, Cloud 9) 
• Peter Abbott (Executive Producer, Big Brother 1-3) 
• Peter Angus (Assistant Technical Services Manager, ABC) 
• Cherrie Bottger (Network Manager, Children’s Television, Channel Ten) 
• Bernard Bowen (Assistant State Editor, News and Current Affairs, ABC) 
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• James Champion (Writer, Cloud 9) 
• Dana Carsely (Writer, FTV graduate) 
• Lucy Causewell (Director, Assistant Producer, Endemol UK) 
• Michael Craft (Director, FTV graduate) 
• Kathryn Cruise (Executive Producer, Channel Nine, Extra) 
• Paul De Odorico (Manager, Production Resources, ABC Queensland) 
• Shane Doherty (Reporter, Extra) 
• Mark Downie (Director, Producer, Deputy Commissioning Editor, Features, 
Channel 4 UK) 
• David Franken (Programmer, Channel 7—until 2003; writer, producer) 
• Steve Haddan (Journalist, Channel Nine) 
• Phoebe Hart (Associate Producer, Documentary Department, Channel 10 
Brisbane) 
• David McGhee (head of training, ABC Brisbane) 
• Robert Osmotherly (General Manager, Ten Brisbane) 
• Kieran O’Sullivan (Production Director, Channel Nine) 
• Paul Reed (Assignments editor, National Nine News) 
• Tracey Robertson (Producer, Hoodlum Entertainment) 
• Alex Smith (Producer, reporter, National Nine News) 
• Sally Stockbridge (Chief Classification Officer, Network Ten) 
• Adam Thompson (Producer/writer, Cloud 9) 
• Edwina Throsby (Freelance Field Producer, currently with ABC Arts and 
Entertainment) 
• Max Walters (Managing Director, Channel Seven Brisbane) 
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